JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org.
that most of the second scene " is taken up with an account of events which we may assume provided material for pre-wreck scenes in the earlier version;" and goes on to point to the " remarkable " fact that the early scenes of The Tempest contain three separate expositions. " The threefold difficulty is tackled by Shakespeare with consummate skill; but the expositions are there, and they tell their own tale. At some stage of its evolution The Tempest was in all likelihood a loosely constructed drama, like A W'inter's Tale and Pericles." (iii) " The Masque, which we can with certainty date early I6I3 or Christmas I6I2, appears to be an after-thought inserted into Act 4 when the play had already taken final shape under Shakespeare's hand," and it was perhaps the need to make room for this addition, whether carried out by Shakespeare or another, which led to the crude abridgment of I. ii. 187-320.
If then I understand Mr. Wilson aright, there have been two distinct abridgments, not necessarily for the same production; firstly a general abridgment, entailing the replacement of prewreck scenes by expositions, and leaving the play as a whole short, but the second scene immense; and then a further abridgment, to enable the mask-scene (Iv. i.) to be expanded without adding to the total length of the play. I will return shortly to an analysis, through several scenes, of Mr. Wilson's evidence.
Mr. H. D. Gray, in " Some Indications that The Tempest was
Revised "(192I, Studies in Philology,xviii. 129), points out that Act Iv., as it stands, would be empty without the mask, and, while accepting this as an insertion, suggests that it replaced matter in which the plots of Caliban and Stephano against Prospero and of Anthonio and Sebastian against Alonso received greater elaboration. This is conceivable, although I do not think that either intrigue is demonstrably incomplete, or could have been carried much further against the omnipotence of Prospero. No doubt the Anthonio theme is left sketchy and rather unmotived, but its dramatic purpose is served in adding a touch of black to the character of Anthonio. The Caliban plot is of course mere farce, and ends happily enough in the " filthy mantled pool." It is not, and never could have been, serious enough quite to explain Prospero's passion at the mask. The mask, however, had to be broken off abruptly, in order to obviate the necessity of staging the full teams of dancers. The masks brought into plays are rarely completed. M/r. I am inclined to agree that there has been an insertion, not as part of a recast of the scene, but at the hands of the book-keeper, to lead up to an elaboration of the spectacular element in the play by the momentary and dramatically purposeless apparition of Ariel " like a water nymph " at 1. 316 (v. supra). If so, of course the broken line (316) may after all be part of the alteration.
321-74 (Prospero and Caliban). (a) Mr. Wilson finds three broken lines:
A south-west blow on ye, (324) And blister you all o'er.
A broken line at the end of a speech in a late play is common enough, and no proof of a cut. My own conviction is that these critics take Prospero's " passion " and the danger of the Caliban conspiracy nuch more seriously than Prospero did, that the mask was stopped because there had been enough of it for the purposes of a play, and that there has been no patching. If there has, Shakespeare's undeniable authorship of the " insubstantial pageant " passage makes the conclusion that he was the patcher inevitable.
Interpolation, if it could be shown, would however strengthen the hands of those who doubt the Shakespearean workmanship of the mask itself; from the old Cambridge editors with their unspecific reference to " the writer who composed the masque " to Dr. Greg, who says that it is in " a very distinctive style, quite different from Shakespeare's." Fleay ascribed it to Beaumont, in whose wedding mask of 16I3 Iris and the Naiades again appear. In The Tempest the Naiades have " sedged crowns " and Ceres has " banks with pioned and twilled brims." In the wedding mask were "four delicate fountains, running with water and bordered with sedges and water-flowers." This is extraordinarily thin. Iris, the messenger of the Gods, and the Naiades show no recondite imagination in a mask-writer. They might well serve twice in a season; it is less probable that the same writer would use them twice in the same season. Nor is it odd that two masks with nuptial themes should both allude to "blessing and increase." Mr. J. M. Robertson (Shakespeare and Chapman, 2Io; Times Literary Supplement, March 31, I92I) offers as alternatives Heywood, who is not likely to have written for the King's men, and Chapman, with a leaning towards Chapman, indicated by the bad rhyming, by word-clues, and by the duplication of Juno's mention of" honour " and " riches " in Chapman's own wedding mask, in which" Honour " and " Plutus (or Riches)" are in fact characters. It is suggested that Chapman had already seen Beaumont's mask and took from this some details of imagery; also that he had already seen The Tempest, of which there are some echoes in his wedding mask, and took from II. i. I63 the word " foison " for the interpolated mask. It is, however, to the word-clues that Mr. Robertson devotes most attention. He finds in the Tempest mask eighteen words (vetches, turfy, stover, pioned, twilled, brims, betrims, broom-groves, lorn, marge, bosky, unshrubb'd, bed-right, windring, sedged, sicklemen, furrow, ryestraw) not used elsewhere by Shakespeare, and eight words or phrases (donation, crisp, leas, scandal'd, many colour'd messenger, scarcity, sunburnt, dusky), which Shakespeare only uses two or three times, sometimes in plays in which Mr. Robertson thinks that Chapman or another had a hand. Of the first group he traces three (brims, bed-rites, furrow) and of the second four (leas, scandal'd, sunburnt, dusky), together with, not " many-colour'd," but " thousand-colour'd," as an epithet of Iris, in Chapman. " This," he says, " does not amount to much." It certainly does not, in view of the commonplace character of many of the words and the frequency of once-used words in all Shakespeare's plays. It is therefore a little surprising to find Mr. Robertson reverting to the matter and telling us (T. L. S.) that the vocabulary clues to Chapman are " rather striking." Such as it is, the case must be further discounted by pointing out that " brim " occurs, not once, but four times in the plays, and that " furrow " as a noun recurs in the compound "furrow-weeds." Nor is it helped by pointing out that coupled epithets and such forms as " turfy," " bosky," are very much in Chapman's manner, since they are also very much in Shakespeare's. And it is rather misleading to suggest that "spongy April" recalls the "Earth, at this spring, spongy and languorsome" of Chapman's Amorous Zodiac, without also noting the "spongy south " of Cymbeline Iv. ii. 349. Iris rhymes " deity" with "society," and Chapman in the wedding mask with " piety," but in neither case is an abnormal pronunciation of "deity" involved; the rhyme is only on the last syllable.
Looking at the matter more broadly, I do not think it possible to read the dialogue of the mask side by side with Beaumont's elegant wedding mask, or Chapman's extremely cumbrous one, and to believe in any common authorship with either of them. That is an issue, not of analogies of motive, or of word-clues, but of stylistic impression, of which each critic must be the judge for himself. Nor do I see any reason to doubt that this dialogue is Shakespeare's. Certainly its manner is differentiated from that of the play itself; it had to be pitched in a different key, just as the play in Hamlet is pitched in a different key from that of Hamlet itself. But why should we look for another than Shakespeare in the " banks with pioned and twilled brims," in the " spongy April " and the " cold nymphs," in the " rich scarf to my proud earth So much for abridgment. I come now to the question of recasts. And here I find it a little difficult to follow Mr. Wilson's theory, although I must remember that he does not profess to give a complete account of the fortunes of the Tempest copy. At one place (p. 79) he writes as if he regarded the mixture of prose and verse in certain scenes, and also the length of I. ii., as being further evidence of abridgment. I do not see how they can be that; and in fact, when he comes to deal with the " mixed " scenes in detail, his suggestion is clearly that these were verse-scenes " in the original unrevised play " and that " the prose or part-prose sections probably represent pages of the MS. which have undergone revision." I understand him to trace two distinct recasts. The first was when " late in his career " Shakespeare took up "an old manuscript, possibly an early play of his own," which was at any rate partly in rhyme, and revised it by getting rid of the rhyme and turning some verse passages into prose. This still left The Tempest "a loosely constructed drama, like A Winter's Tale and Pericles," in which Prospero's deposition, the birth of Caliban, and Claribel's voyage to Africa furnished material for pre-wreck scenes, I am assuming that for the differentiation is still to seek. To me it presents no great difficulty. There are other examples in which Shakespeare seems to have thought a variation of medium appropriate to transitions between more and less exalted subject-matter within the same scenes.
There is nothing to bear out this supposed second recast except the length of I. ii. and the three expositions, here and in II. i. Most of the second scene " is taken up with an account of events which we may assume provided material for pre-wreck scenes in the earlier version." It is indeed an assumption. But " the expositions are there, and they tell their own tale." I think they do. They tell that Shakespeare, having a great deal of pre-history to narrate, found it less tedious to do it at thrice than at once. But I do not see how they tell Mr. Wilson's. Shakespeare, at the end of his career, took it into his head to vary the loose construction of such plays as A Winter's Tale and Pericles by a final experiment on the lines of temporal unity. He reverted to the method of preliminary exposition which he had employed long ago for a similar theme in the Comedy of Errors. Why should we " assume " that he put himself to the superfluous trouble of first writing The Tempest as a loose romance, and then converting it to unity ? The break with his immediate past would have been no less deliberate.
